Amendment Under 37 C.F.R, § Mil 
U.S. Appln. No. 10/667,885 



Atty. Dkt. No. Q77614 



REMARKS 

Claims 1-10 and 21 have been examined and stand rejected. 

Claim Rejections - 35 U.S.C, S 102(e) 

The Examiner rejected claims 1, 2, 4 and 21 under § 102(e) as being anticipated by 

Silvemail (US 6,576,351). Applicant traverses this rejection for the reasons set forth below. 

Claim 1 recites, inter alia, a sealing region placed only at an edge of said intermediate 
film between inorganic films. 

The Examiner seems to allege that Silvemail discloses that the intermediate film formed 
fi-om thermoplastic material is heated under pressure, softens, and then bonds to the film 122c 
surrounding the multilayer body on the surface of the supporting substrate and, thus, the sealing 
region is locally placed at the edge of the intermediate film. (Office Action, Response to 
Arguments, p. 8). However, the Examiner also alleges that when the intermediate film is 
transformed to a sealed film, Silvemairs sealing region is placed between the inorganic films as 
well as at the edge of the intermediate film. (Id.). Additionally, Applicant submits that Silvemail 
also discloses that upon cooling, the thermoplastic layer 121e is fiiUy bonded across layer 122c 
to form barrier region 120. (col. 6, lines 18-20). Therefore, because this processing of the 
intermediate film occurs across the whole area of the film, the alleged sealing region also must 
be formed across the whole area of the film. 

Thus, because Silvemail fails to disclose a sealing region placed only at an edge of said 
intermediate film between inorganic films, Applicant submits that claim 1 is allowable. 
Additionally, Applicant submits that claims 2 and 4 are allowable, at least because of their 
dependency. 
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Regarding claim 21, because this claim recites a feature similar to that discussed above 
with regard to claim 1, Applicant submits that this claim is allowable for the same reasons set 
forth above. 

Claim Rejections - 35 U,S.C. S 102(e) 

The Examiner rejected claims 5, 7, 8 and 10 under § 102(e) as being anticipated by 

Weaver (US 6,888,305). Applicant traverses this rejection as follows. 

Claim 5 recites, inter aliCy a sealing region placed only at an edge of said intermediate 
film between the inorganic films as a result of transformation by heating or irradiation. 

The Examiner seems to allege that Weaver discloses a multilayered body 120 including 
an planarizing material 121c and high density layers (planarizing layers) 122b, 122c so as to 
sandwich the planarizing material 121c. (Office Action, Response to Arguments, pp. 8-9). 
However, the Examiner also takes the position that when the planarizing material 121c is 
transformed to a sealed film via uv light or e-beam crosslinking, the sealing region is placed 
between the inorganic films as well as placed at the edge of the intermediate film. {Id.\ Office 
Action, p. 4). Additionally, Weaver discloses that the whole of the material is subjected to 
ultraviolet light, (col. 7, lines 13-15). Therefore, because this transformation of the planarizing 
material occurs across the whole area of the film, the alleged sealing region must also exist 
across the whole area of the film. 

Thus, because Silvemail fails to disclose a sealing region placed only at an edge of said 
intermediate film between inorganic films, Applicant submits that claim 5 is allowable. 
Additionally, Applicant submits that claims 7, 8 and 10 are allowable, at least because of their 
dependency. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 U.S.C S 103(a) 

The Examiner rejected claim 3 under § 103(a) as being unpatentable Silvemail in further 

view of Graff et al. (US 6,570,325). Applicant traverses this rejection as follows. 

Because Graff, either taken alone or in combination with Silvemail, fails to compensate 

for the above noted deficiency of Silvemail as set forth with regard to claim 1 , Applicant submits 

that claim 3 is allowable, at least because of its dependency. 

Claim Rejections - 35 U.S.C. jS 103(a) 

The Examiner rejected claim 6 under § 103(a) as being unpatentable Weaver in view of 

an obvious design modification. Applicant traverses this rejection as follows. 

The Examiner applies Weaver alleging it teaches most of the features recited in claim 6, 
but concedes that Weaver fails to teach or suggest, an inorganic film contacting the EL device. 
To compensate for this deficiency, the Examiner reasons that because Weaver teaches a 
multilayered body comprising an alternating series of planarizing layers and high-density layers, 
that it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill to have the alleged inorganic film 222a 
contacting the organic EL device 240. In support of this position, the Examiner alleges that it 
has been held that rearranging the parts of an invention involves only routine skill in the art. 

First, because the alleged modication of Weaver fails to compensate for the above noted 
deficiency of Weaver as set forth with regard to claim 5, Applicant submits that claim 6 is 
allowable, at least because of its dependency. 

Second, Applicant submits that the Examiner's propose modification via a rearrangement 
of parts is wholly unsupportable. The MPEP at section 2144.04 (C) clearly indicates "[t]he mere 
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fact that a worker in the art could rearrange the parts of the reference device to meet the terms of 
the claims on appeal is not by itself sufficient to support a finding of obviousness." (MPEP § 
2144.04 (C) citingEx parte Chicago Rawhide Mfg. Co., 223 USPQ 351, 353 (BPAI 1984). 
Because the Examiner has failed to provide any motivation to rearrange the parts of the applied 
reference to meet the features of claim 6, Applicant submits that the Examiner has failed to meet 
the burden of establishing prima facie obviousness. 

Thus, Applicant submits that claim 6 is allowable for this additional reason. 

Claim Rejections - 35 U.S.C. S 103(a) 

The Examiner rejected claim 9 under § 103(a) as being unpatentable Weaver in further 

view of Graff et al. (US 6,570,325). Applicant traverses this rejection as follows. 
Because Graff, either taken alone or in combination with Weaver, fails to compensate for the 
above noted deficiency of Weaver as set forth with regard to claim 5, Applicant submits that 
claim 9 is allowable, at least because of its dependency. 

Conclusion 

In view of the above, reconsideration and allowance of this application are now believed 
to be in order, and such actions are hereby solicited. If any points remain in issue which the 
Examiner feels may be best resolved through a personal or telephone interview, the Examiner is 
kindly requested to contact the undersigned at the telephone number listed below. 
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The USPTO is directed and authorized to charge all required fees, except for the Issue 
Fee and the Publication Fee, to Deposit Accoxint No. 19-4880. Please also credit any 
overpayments to said Deposit Account. 



Respectfully submitted, 




SUGHRUE MION, PLLC David P. ^xags^>^ 

Telephone: (202)293-7060 Registration No. 55,154 

Facsimile: (202) 293-7860 

WASHINGTON OFFICE 

23373 

CUSTOMER NUMBER 



Date: November 21, 2006 
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